Campus recreational sports programs are designed to provide an on-campus leisure opportunity for college students, hopefully enhancing their quality of collegiate life. Yet, not all students choose to participate, much to the chagrin of recreational sports professionals and school administrators. The purpose of this study was to investigate how perceived constraints on intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural levels influenced the participation of college students in recreational sports activities on an urban, commuter campus and a residential, rural campus. The sample of subjects consisted of 416 students who considered themselves nonparticipants in campus recreational sports. The results indicated that lack of time because of work, school or family, and not knowing the available activities were the two most strongly perceived constraints. Further investigation on differences in perceived constraints was conducted with respect to subjects' age, gender and place of residence.
Such focus should enable providers to evaluate reported constraints and determine possible actions.
Campus recreational sport is one such community. In the collegiate setting, studies (Bradley, Bryan, & Milborne, 1994; Muenchow, 1991; Nesbit, 1993; Todaro, 1993; Wilson, 1994) in recreational sports, revealed this student service has positive effects upon student retention, classroom experiences, degree aspirations, socialization, and satisfaction with the overall college experience. Yet, not all students choose to participate in the wide variety of campus recreation program offerings. Understanding why students choose not to participate is essential to those professionals who plan and provide these types of programs.
Because the constraint models reviewed in the literature help to explain the occurrence of constraints and not just describe them, the researchers pursued a model they felt best explained why college students choose not to participate in campus recreation and leisure activities. The model developed by Crawford, Jackson and Godbey (1991) was selected for its two distinctive features in contrast to other constraints models. First, the model incorporates three levels of constraints:
Intrapersonal 2. Interpersonal 3. Structural
Intrapersonal constraints "involve individual psychological states and attributes that interact with leisure preferences" (Crawford & Godbey, 1987, p. 122) and influence individual preferences. The authors conceptualized that these constraints are generally considered the most powerful determinants of participation. Examples of intrapersonal constraints include feelings toward participation and competition, shyness, stress, anxiety, perceived self-skill, and subjective evaluations of the appropriateness of a particular activity.
The second level of constraints consists of interpersonal constraints. This type of constraint is "the relationship between individu-als' characteristics" (Crawford & Godbey, 1987, p. 123) or the lack of a friend or partner with whom to participate in an activity for a variety of reasons, including differing levels of skills or not having similar blocks of available free time.
The final constraint in the model is termed structural constraint and consists of intervening factors that get in the way of participation. Examples of structural constraints are lack of time or money, attributes of the facility (i.e., too crowded, not accessible), or commitments to family, job or another activity.
The second feature of the Crawford et al. (1991) decision-making model that distinguishes it from other models is its hierarchical nature. Individuals experiencing constraints begin their negotiation of these perceived barriers at the intrapersonal level before moving onto the interpersonal level. If constraints at both the intrapersonal and interpersonal levels are negotiated successfully, then structural constraints are encountered. If structural constraints can be resolved in a satisfactory manner, then participation should result. Jackson, Crawford, and Godbey (1993) provided a more sophisticated hierarchical model of leisure constraints by introducing the negotiation proposition and the concept of motivation in leisure constraint research. The authors suggested that leisure participation "is dependent not on the absence of constraints (although this may be true for some people), but on the negotiation through them. Such negotiation may modify rather than foreclose participation" (p. 4). In many instances, leisure constraints do not necessarily mean barriers or nonparticipation. It simply means people negotiate around perceived constraints in many different ways using a variety of strategies (Frederick & Shaw, 1995; Jackson, 1999; Samdahl & Jekubovich, 1997) . Furthermore, constraints may not always prevent leisure participation (Kay & Jackson, 1991; Shaw, Bonen, & McCabe, 1991) .
While there have been a few studies conducted on the relationship between constraints and participation in physical education (Armstrong, McManus, Welsman, & Kirby, 1996; Papaioannou, 1992) , sports (Alexandris & Carroll, 1997a , 1997b , 1999 , exercise (Frederick, 1993; Frederick & Shaw, 1995; Shaw et al., 1991) , and motivation to compete in sports (Alexandris & Tsorbatzoudis, 2002; Bourgeois, LeUnes, Burkett, Dragges-Bourgeois, Friend, & Meyers, 1995; Carroll & Alexandris, 1997; Smith & Missler, 1994; Snodgrass & Tinsley, 1990) , only two empirical studies (Alfadhil, 1996; Kiger, 1996) on constraints have been reported in the literature regarding university campus recreational sports participation. Kiger studied recreational sport participation patterns on those who participated in campus recreational sports programs. Alfadhil incorporated the Crawford et al., (1991) model into his research, but encountered difficulty in fitting his data to the model, suggesting an inapplicability of the model to nonparticipants in a campus setting.
In spite of the difficulties Alfadhil (1996) encountered, he recommended that the model be further examined with a larger sample and with other types of activities. Additionally, Jackson (1999) concluded that while research on the constraints negotiation process has been conducted (Henderson, Bedini, Hecht, & Schuler, 1995; Jackson & Rucks, 1995; Nadirova & Jackson, 1999) there "still exists a dearth of empirical verification … further empirical research … has great potential to help refine our knowledge of leisure research" (Jackson, p. 197) . Furthermore, Jackson and Scott (1999) suggested that "much more needs to be done in the way of empirically testing theoretical propositions" (p. 312). Combined with the fact that college campuses seem to be "fertile ground for promotion of lifestyle fitness activities" (Crow, Gonsoulin, & Phillips, 2001, p. 13) and the notion that an increase in the daily physical activity of college students would improve their health and quality of life, identifying leisure constraints in campus recreational sports for college students becomes much more important.
Purpose of the Study
The present study aimed to investigate how perceived constraints (intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural) influence the recreational sport participation of college students on two distinct types of campuses (urban, commuter v. rural, residential) .
Methods
Survey research was the method selected to collect the data. The selfadministered questionnaire was developed using a combination of the instruments in Alfadhil (1996) and Raymore, Godbey, Crawford, and von Eye (1993) , and modifying them in terms of language, demographics, and format. The questionnaire consisted of three sections. The first section was a demographic section obtaining data on education level, gender, age, place of residence, marital status, and whether respondents assessed their participation in campus recreational sports activities as regular. The second section was designed specifically for those respondents who participated regularly in campus recreational sports activities, while the third section was designed for those respondents who did not participate regularly. The instrument was pilot-tested using college students from a recreation class. This validity check revealed the questionnaire's instructions were clear and easy to follow, and that the content of the items seemed logical in terms of the purpose of the study.
The study was conducted on two college campuses that both offered a wide variety of campus recreational sport services, yet differed in terms of their student bodies and geographic locations. Residential University was a large, research institution located in a small town in the Midwest. The campus had a traditional-aged student population, many of whom lived on-campus. Commuter University was a mediumsized, urban campus located in the southwestern United States. This campus had a larger number of nontraditional-aged students who lived off-campus and commuted to attend classes. Stratified random samples (i.e., proportionate to the number of graduate students, seniors, juniors, sophomores, and freshmen) of 1,000 students were obtained for each campus. The sample size was based upon the enrollment of each institution and included a 5 percent + sampling error. Additionally, the sample was large because the incentive for students, especially the nonparticipants, to respond was low. The questionnaire was administered by mail on both campuses in the spring of 2002 using the Total Design Method (Salant & Dillman, 1994) .
Results
The sample for this study was generated based on respondents' answer to the question, "have you participated regularly (at least once per week) for a period of two or more months in a recreational sport activity on campus?" Recreational sport activities were defined as "playing cooperative/competitive activity in the game form" (Mull, Bayless, Ross, & Jamieson, 1997, p. 5) participated in voluntarily, such as intramural sports, outdoor adventures, sport clubs, or informal/fitness activities provided by campus recreation services. Respondents who answered "no" were designated as nonparticipants in recreational sport activities, and were included in the sample. The total number of nonparticipants was 454. Listwise deletion of 38 subjects not responding to all of the variables used in this analysis was completed in order to aid in the interpretation of the results. The total number of subjects included in the final analysis was 416.
Demographic profiles of subjects revealed that most nonparticipants in recreational sport activities were women, older students, and YOUNG, ROSS, AND BARCELONA Note. Commuter U. students more likely to live off-campus ( x 2 = 62.2, df=1, p<0.001).
a Commuter U. Students were significantly older than subjects from Residential U. (F=81.1, df=1, p<0.001).
b There was no significant difference with respect to subject's gender off-campus residents (see Table 1 ). This was consistent with the findings of another study of participation in campus recreational sport activities which revealed that frequency of participation is related to age, gender and place of residence. Frequent, regular participants in recreational sport activities are most likely to be traditional-age males who live on campus (Barcelona & Ross, 2002) .
Perceived Constraints of Participation in Recreational Sports
Subjects who indicated they did not participate regularly in recreational sport activities on campus were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with 23 statements reflecting possible reasons for non-participation. The 23 constraints statements were derived from past research on constraints to recreation and leisure participation (Alfadhil, 1996; Raymore et al., 1993) and measured using a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree). The internal consistency of the constraints statements was calculated using Cronbach's alpha. The overall Cronbach's alpha score was 0.88, indicating a strong measure of reliability. This also provided an indication that the 23 items did measure one construct, defined as perceived constraints to recreational sport participation. Table 2 lists the means and standard deviations for each of the 23 constraints items. The strongest reasons given for not participating in recreational sport activities on campus were "lack of time because of work, school or family" (M=1.75, SD=1.01), "I do not know what is available" (M=2.50, SD=1.25), and "lack of time because of other leisure activities" (M=2.85, SD=1.29). For each of these three statements, subjects either agreed or strongly agreed that these were significant reasons for not participating in recreational sport activities. In fact, the majority of subjects either agreed or strongly agreed with "lack of time because of work, school or family" (83.9%) and "I do not know what is available" (61.1%) as reasons for not participating in recreational sport activities. Reasons rejected as preventing participation (disagreed or strongly disagreed) were "I don't enjoy recreational sport activities" (M=4.06, SD=1.00, 76.4%), "lack of transportation" (M=4.16, SD=0.98, 82.7%), "social-cultural norms prevent me from participating" (M=4.17, SD=0.98, 81.2%), "available activities are YOUNG, ROSS, AND BARCELONA Nonparticipants at the two institutions differed on many of the constraints items used in this analysis. Table 3 shows the results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the constraints that were significantly different for each institution. Many of the constraints that Residential University students rated as more important were related to social comparison ("participation makes me self-conscious," "my friends don't like recreational sport activities," "I lack the skill to participate," and, "inappropriate social environment"). Because Residential University students tended to be younger and thus at a different stage developmentally compared to the subjects from Commuter University, many of these social comparison variables were more important. Somewhat surprisingly, subjects from Residential University tended to be more affected by crowds and parking/transportation concerns than subjects from Commuter University, while subjects from Commuter University tended to be less aware of the programs and services available to them.
Further investigation on differences in perceptions of constraints was conducted with respect to subjects' age, gender, and place of residence. Three separate discriminant analysis procedures were conducted in order to determine if age, gender, and place of residence could be reliably differentiated and classified based on subjects' perceived constraints scores.
Perception of Constraints Dimensions by Age. With respect to age, subjects were placed in two groups -students ages 18 to 25, and students ages 26 and above. Age categories were determined based on prior research on student involvement in out-of-class activities (Kuh, 1993; Kuh, Vesper, Connolly, & Pace, 1997) . Overall tests of the equality of group means were conducted based on subjects'age. Calculation of the Wilks' Lambda statistic (0.84) revealed that the centroids of the two groups were significantly different, ( x 2 = 71.92, df=23, p<0.0001). The canonical correlation for the discriminant function was 0.41, indicat-ing a moderate relationship between age and perceived constraints. Univariate F-tests revealed that older students perceived the following to be more important to their nonparticipation than younger students: "available activities are inappropriate for my gender" (p=0.02), "lack of time because of work, school or family" (p=0.009), and "I do not know what is available" (p=0.06). Younger students perceived "lack of transportation" (p<.0001) and "lack of money" (p=0.004) as more important constraints than older students.
Perception of Constraints Dimensions by Gender. In terms of perceived constraints by gender, calculation of the Wilks' Lambda statistic (0.92) revealed that on the whole, men and women were not significantly different with respect to their level of agreement of perceived constraints ( x 2 = 31.89, df=23, p<0.103). The canonical correlation of the discriminant function was marginal (0.28). Univariate F-tests did reveal significant differences on individual constraints variables. Women were more likely to agree that the following constraints were more important to their nonparticipation than men: "participation makes me self conscious" (p<0.05), "I don't have the will to participate" (p<0.05), "activities are dominated by a specific gender" (p<0.03), and "lack of time because of work, school or family" (p<0.05).
Perception of Constraints Dimensions by Residence. A final discriminant analysis procedure was conducted to determine differences in perceptions of constraints between on-campus and off-campus non-participants. For place of residence, the Wilk's Lambda statistic (0.82) was significant ( x 2 = 80.38, df=23, p<0.0001). The canonical correlation for the discriminant function was 0.43, indicating a moderate relationship between place of residence and perceived constraints. Univariate F-tests revealed significant differences on several constraints items. On-campus students were more likely to perceive the following constraints as more important to their nonparticipation than were off-campus students: "participation makes me self conscious" (p<0.001), "I lack the skill to participate" (p<0.02), "I don't have the will to participate" (p<0.01), "facilities too crowded" (p<0.02), and "lack of transportation" (p<0.001). Off-campus students were less likely than on-campus students to know what campus recreational sport services were available to them (p<0.0001).
Discussion
The findings of this study have many practical implications for linking constraint research with administering a campus recreational sports program. The most highly perceived constraint indicated by the students in this study was lack of time. While this finding is not new to professionals in the field, there is now empirical evidence to support what many had speculated. Because this is a perceived notion based on the individual schedule of students, professionals may not be in a position to change that perception. However, another perspective on this issue is to ask whether the lack of participation in recreational sport activities is due to a time deficiency, or is it simply a low priority? The results of the current study indicated that students did enjoy participating in recreational sports activities and that most felt the programs on their campuses were safe and appropriate. As a result, the perception might be that college students do not place a high enough priority on physical activity to plan it into their weekly schedules. The professional can do something about changing this prioritizing issue by conducting a promotional campaign that emphasizes and educates students on the benefits of a healthy lifestyle and its effect on the quality of the students' life, including education and grades. As Crow, et al. (2001) suggested, "health and wellness promotion through an active lifestyle of fitness-oriented activities can certainly provide more productive, energetic students..." (p. 13).
The second most highly perceived constraint of students was lack of knowledge of the recreational sport programs and activities available to them. This is a constraint that professionals can control by doing a better job of marketing and promoting. While marketing recreational sport programs seems to be a fairly simple task, McGregor (1995) stated that because of the diverse nature of most student populations marketing can be very difficult. Yet, the results of this study show that women, older (nontraditional) students, and students living off-campus were most likely to be nonparticipants. Combined with the fact that many of these students identified lack of knowledge of program offerings means campus recreational sports programs could develop marketing plans targeted at these specific groups. Marketing efforts should take advantage of technological advances readily available on most campuses, such as email (Miller, Bullock, Clements, & Basi, 2000) and web-based mediums including electronic subscriptions to departmental websites and newsletters.
To reduce the constraints students perceive, it is crucial for the program providers to know their student body in terms of where they live (i.e., on-campus or off-campus) and their general age groups. This study reveals that students ages 18 to 25 perceived constraints differently from students ages 26 years and older. The younger students tended to perceive lack of transportation and money as more important constraints. Another finding of the study was that students living on-campus were more likely to perceive intrapersonal constraints (i.e., "participation makes me self-conscious," "I lack skill to participate," etc.). A remedy to these constraints is to provide free instructional sport-specific seminars that help students feel a higher comfort level with a particular activity. Additionally, discounted entry fees and occasional freebies could combat the lack of money constraint. Finally, professionals could develop ride programs or shuttle service to transport students to and from facilities for programs and activities.
While the limitations of this study prevent the generalization of the findings to other settings, the findings do suggest a need for further research inquiry into perceived constraints to campus recreational sports participation. Since this study focused on individuals who did not participate in recreational sports activities on a regular basis, it may prove useful in future studies to identify and examine and constraints of individuals who consider themselves participants but do not take full advantage of the opportunities that are available. In addition, from a practitioner's standpoint, leisure constraint studies have a great potential for linking constraint research with practical implications (McGuire & O'Leary, 1992 ).
Conclusion
Current research shows that many college students are not participating regularly in physical or sport activity while on campus. This phenomenon is of great concern to the administrators of the recreational sports programs found on nearly all college and university campuses in the United States and Canada. An increase in the daily physical activity of today's college students would improve their health and quality of life during their college careers. Subsequently, identifying leisure constraints that may explain why students do not engage in regular physical activity is extremely important, and something that administrators providing campus recreational sports programs are seeking to discover.
College students do perceive constraints on an intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural level when considering participation in recreational sports activities. The primary findings of this study found those students more likely not to participate are women, older, non-traditional students and those living off-campus. Additionally, while the most strongly perceived constraint in this study was lack of time, the second most strongly perceived constraint was students not knowing the type of activities available to them. Providers of campus recreational sport programs can take action toward eliminating these constraints by staying abreast of the current leisure constraints research and through creative marketing techniques. Research focused upon constraints provides campus administrators with greater insight into the on-going challenge of providing students with the best possible developmental environment as well as providing something for everyone in terms of recreational sports programs.
